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Apnl2, 1993

Mr. Glen Zumwalt
Coastal States Energy Company
P. O. Box 719
Helper, Utah 84526

Dear Mr. Zumwalt:

Re:

The Division has completed a review of the information you provided intending to
satisfy Division Order #92F,. The Division has found the materials inadequate to satisfy the
Division Order and cannot approve the proposed changes to your plan at this time. Division
Order #92E is still in effect and you must revise your plan with respect to the waste rock site
diversions accordingly.

The problems with your previous submittals are identified in the enclosed memo
written by Sharon Falvey. Please review the memo and the Division Order and insure that
the regulatory requirements are met. You should respond by no later than April 23, 1993. I
would suggest that if there remain questions with respect to the regulatory requirements a
meeting between your staff and Sharon might aid in clarifying the situation.

Please call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

por.--Q3l*,u;n/.--
Daron R. Haddock
Permit Supervisor

Enclosure
cc: S. Falvey

J. Helfrich
WASTDITC.SKY
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M a r c h  3 1 , 1 9 9 3

F i l e

Daron Haddock, Permit Supervisor

Sharon Falvey, Senior Reclamation Hydrologist SK{

Waste Rock Di tch Des igns D.O.  928 Round 2.  Utah FueI
Company.  Sky l ine Mine,  ACT/007/005,  Fo lder  #2,  Carbon
County. Utah

SUMMARY:

Due to the incomplete nature of the init ial design
submit tal ,  a fuI I  def ic iency review was not contained in the
December 3, L992 memo. The operator submitted an addendum to the
November L992 submittal on January 29 , 1993. The complete
amendment contains additional ditch designs that are not required
to  sat is fy  the Div is ion Order .

The operator's submitted drainage designs for the waste rock
si te,  does not contain al l  informat ion pert inent to the designs.
The operator should note that previously approved design
information is more complete in presenting design components.
Numerous design def ic iencies and conf l ict ing informat ion is
presented in the amendment especially that submitted for DU-s.
For instance, the operator has submitted two different designs
for DU-s rather than providing replacement pages. However, the
operator does provide a demonstration that ditch UDD2 can pass
flow from the 100 year-6 hour event assumingr the slope presented
is constant.

The fol lowing analysis out l ines lacking design informat ion
which the operator should subrnit. If the Division denies this
amendment, the operator should present the information required
only for di tch UDD2. I f  port ions of  th is submit tal  are approved,
both portions of the analysis should be reviewed to aid the
operator in submitt ing a cornplete waste rock site expansion
amendment, if i t  is pursued by the operator. Keeping in rnind that
more information than is noted in this overview may be required.

ANALYSIS:

D .  O .  Ana l ys i s

1. Provide the descr ipt ion for which Manning's rrnrr  is based
within the design calculat ions. Provide a source reference. Note:
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a velocity considered non erosive in a specif ic substrate should
also have a reference ci ted.

Z. The operator does not provide ditch sizing according to the
maximurn and minimum slope. The operator should provide ditch
depth design based on the minimum slope and velocity
determination based on the maximum slope. The operator should
note the field conditions must be represented in the design. (The
previous field measurement for channel slope was documented as
0 .03  f t / f t ,  f o r  DU-5 )  .

3 .  The operator uses CN of 55 for the area containing coni fers.
This CN is used for areas which are not grazed and have brush and
litter adequate to cover over the soil. The plan contains no
vegetation data fer this conmunity type near the waste rock site
which would. provide information to support the stated condition.
I t  is understood that Mr.  Shr iver did v is i t  the si te.  However,
some grazing does occur in the surrounding watershed. This CN
should be adjusted for the state of the vegetation duringr periods
of grazing. A si te v is i t  wi l l  be used to determine i f  the
preiented conditions exist. The operator should recognize the
Londit ions do change over the season/year (especial ly dur ing
grazing) and adjust the CN accordingly.

Waste Rock Expansion

L. The operator should provide enough detail on the vegetation
maps to verify the assumptions made for vegetation for CN
delermination in the surrounding watersheds. Maps for vegetation
and soils for the surrounding area should be presented in order
to ver i fy the design assumPtions.

2.  The operator needs to provide an accurate discussion of
di tch UDD3. Explain how this di tch wi l l  change as the pi le
progresses . Clearly identif y this ditch on Exhibit 4 . t6l-- l-B .

3. The operator must re-certify the maps as they are revised.

4. The operator should keep in mind that Ditch DU-5 is
intermittent and appears to be retained as a permanent ditch. The
rec lamat ion des ign must  meet  the cr i te r ia  o f  R645-3O1--742.32O.
Informat ion such as designs for r iprap f i l ter  blanket wi l l  be
required on reclained channels with erosive veloci t ies.

8. As the operator expands the area of the proposed waste rock
site the operator should provide topographic contours that extend
beyond the boundaries of the site: the contours should be
adequate to determine drainage above and adjacent to the
dis€urbed area. The boundary of the watershed draining to the
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area should be indicated on these maps.

RECOMMENDATION

The operators submit tal  for D.O. gz' I .  can not be approved as
submitted. It is reconmended that this amendment be denied.
However, the Division could approve pages submitted which are
direct ly related to D.O. 92E. with the condit ion that the
additional information needed should be either; completed during
the proposed site expansion orr be completed by a defined tinely
date, whichever comes f i rst .

If the Division chooses approval, I reconmend only pages
related to the Division order be replaced. The pages subrnitted
would replace page L7 /26, f rom the current ly approved plan, wi th
the des ign in format ion in  Sect ion L4,  pages 6 ,  62,  63 ,  64 and 65.
However,  the pages 62-65, submit ted on January 29, 1-993, should
be resubmitted as pages L7 | 26 a through d and Section L4 , page
6 as submitted on November 9 , L992 should be resubmitted as L7 / 26
g .


